returned with revisions or rejected outright. Rejection of an article may occur for many reasons, 4 3 of which are useful to keep in mind: the article may not meet the niche or target readership of the journal, a similar publication was recently published by the journal, or the article has a significant flaw that could not be revised without substantially redoing the study. 5 Articles returned for revisions will include a combination of major and minor edits. Although all edits should be responded to, it is often the major edits that will most strongly influence the subsequent decisions in regard to acceptance or rejection of the article. 5 It is common for some articles to undergo several rounds of revisions before a final determination is made. This process may take several weeks to months, depending on the journal reviewer turnaround times and the number of revisions that are required. Turnaround times are frequently located on the journal Web site or included in the e-mail sent to the authors to confirm receipt of the submission. Some journals also have methods to contact the editor or editorial staff for queries about timing or other concerns. Interested readers are referred to Ali and Watson 6 and Yarris et al 7 for further information on this topic.
CRITIQUE ON PEER REVIEW
Although peer review remains one of the core components of research dissemination, the peer-review process has several limitations. Studies have demonstrated significant variations in the quality of peer reviews despite training and feedback. [8] [9] [10] [11] Some journals have attempted to address this by using complex stratification systems, using more-skilled reviewers for a larger number of reviews. 12 Additionally, reviewers may exhibit unconscious biases based on the author's institution, prestige, sex, or race. [13] [14] [15] Blinding of both the reviewers to the authors and the authors to the reviewers is thought to help eliminate a portion of the bias; however this remains controversial.
publications that are similar to or contradict the reviewer's current research. 18 Finally, peer review is subject to financial bias and ethical fraud. Although peer reviewers are supposed to acknowledge their intellectual and fiduciary biases and decline reviewing the conflicting article, this does not always occur. In fact, several recent cases have been identified in which reviewers created fraudulent identities to provide positive reviews for their own article. 6, 18 Although some people argue that peer review is outdated 19, 20 or even works against innovation in research, 21 others state that it is still a valuable process. 6, 22 There are multiple efforts to improve the current peer review process, including open peer review, postproduction peer review, and group peer review, which are beyond the scope of this article. [23] [24] [25] Open peer review refers to removal of the blinding process so that reviewers, authors, or both will know the identity of the other parties involved with the submission. Postproduction peer review is a process wherein an article undergoes additional peer review after being published. This occurs most commonly with online journals (eg, Cureus) and can lead to continued feedback beyond the initial production cycle. 6 Group peer review is a newer strategy wherein reviewers will discuss the article and provide group comments as opposed to the isolated comments during typical peer review. This may help reduce the potential for contradictory comments.
VALUE AS A RESIDENT
Despite the limitations identified with the peer review process, there remain a number of benefits to undergoing peer review, especially as a resident. The direct benefits include improving one's submission and obtaining a broader and deeper understanding of the entire process. Accepting this process is a requirement for an academic career, so understanding it can be informative for choosing a career path. With more submissions, one will be able to identify some common errors and pitfalls in research and preempt them in one's own work. Similarly, one can learn through critically appraising other articles on the other end of peer review as a reviewer. 26 An added benefit to experiencing peer review as a resident is the availability of multiple experienced mentors within one's residency program to provide tips on how to best handle reviewer comments. Finally, submitting an article to a journal and undergoing peer review would qualify as satisfying the scholarly activity requirement from the Accreditation Council for Graduate Medical Education, 27 and a peerreviewed publication can be a valuable addition to one's curriculum vitae when later applying for jobs.
STRATEGIES BEFORE SUBMISSION
Perform the due diligence. Although peer review has little to do with proper grammar and punctuation, the general sentiment of one's submission may suffer significantly if the reviewers have to wade through the writing. Frequent grammatical errors can significantly detract from the focus of the sentence or paragraph and also imply insufficient self-review before submission. 28 Especially if one is a nonnative English speaker, one should pay attention to all spelling and grammatical errors that are identified by the word processing software, and have one or two colleagues read through the article to ensure that it is well written. Along similar lines, one should consider asking experts on the topic to critically review the submission for potential areas of improvement. There are also multitudes of online articles to assist reviewers in conducting peer review. By reading some of them before submission, one can identify what the reviewers will be looking for. Finally, the author must read the instructions for authors carefully when submitting an article to a journal. If no detailed instructions are given, content for a cover letter should include the title, authors, and type of the article. It should also include the rationale behind the study and the author's thoughts on why it would be a good fit for the target journal.
Cite any ideas not personally developed. The author should ensure that all concepts that he or she did not personally develop have appropriate citations reflecting the supporting data or original publication. Inadequate citation can give an appearance ranging from insufficient literature review to outright plagiarism. One should consider evaluating each sentence to determine whether a citation is missing, especially in the introduction and discussion sections. 28, 29 This may also be valuable in avoiding unsupported opinions in one's submissions, which can be a pitfall for nascent writers. 28 Use figures and tables appropriately. Visual aids are useful for organizing information and keeping the data succinct. However, one must be careful to avoid repeating the same information in the text. Rather, one can use the text to elaborate on the data or discuss outlier data. One example of a valuable figure is the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses guide for study selections in meta-analyses. 30 Emphasize the uniqueness of the study. Reviewers and readers want to know why this article is important. At the end of the background section, the author should provide a clear statement identifying what niche the study will address and why the submission is unique or original. 31 This is contingent on an adequate literature review and identification of the niche that this study addresses. Although it is rare to submit the first study to ever assess a topic, studies may still be unique by addressing the topic with a new approach, in a new population, or with improved methodology. As before, remember to include citations where appropriate. 32 Do not overstate the importance of the study. Although it is often easy for an author to imagine the broader implications, it is valuable to err on the side of being conservative and remain within the confines of the study's exact scientific allowances when drawing conclusions. All studies have limitations, and even significant limitations may not prevent publication. Instead of shying away from mentioning them, it is critically important to be forthright in discussing them in the limitations section and identify why they are acceptable or unavoidable. This insight can demonstrate that the author has sufficient knowledge and introspection in regard to his or her study and can allow the reviewer to focus on what the study has done well. Even very well-designed studies still have significant limitations. 28 
STRATEGIES FOR ADDRESSING REVIEWER COMMENTS
Try not to respond emotionally. After months to years spent on the study, data collection, analysis, and article preparation, the author can easily become upset or even offended when others critique his or her work. Remember that, through article submission for publication, one has actively solicited feedback on it. Rather than taking the criticism personally, authors should develop strategies to overcome these feelings in order to respond adequately to the comments. One technique is to wait several days before responding to the peer review commentary to allow relaxation and gain the additional perspective that comes with time. 33 Another technique is to stick to the factual support. One should avoid opinions as justifications for disagreement. Instead, the author should use data or citations to support the concern. Finally, authors should try to start every response with a positive reply. Even when the author disagrees with a reviewer's comment, it is good to appreciate the time and effort that the reviewer expended and explain the thought process for not incorporating a suggested change.
Create a system for responding to comments. Here, we present an example of one system. Readers may use this system exactly, a modified version, or their own creation. However, the author needs to have a system. When designing an approach to responding to comments, the author should first develop a spreadsheet with the following column labels: reviewer number, reviewer comment, location in submission, person to correct, modification, and exact revision (Table) . He or she should fill out the first 4 columns without making any edits to the article. Next, he or she may begin editing the article (including collaborators here, if appropriate). With each reviewer comment, the author should fill in the modification and exact revision columns (see Table for how they differ). Finally, the author must submit a letter to the editor that details his or her responses to the comments. Although the author can submit this table, we suggest copying and pasting your modifications and exact revisions into a letter, with both included under each reviewer comment in a different font or typeface. Copy and paste the comment from the reviewer in this box.
Write the exact location in the article that the comment is referencing in this box, usually in the format "page X, line Y."
Write who among your authors is assigned to address the reviewer comment in this box.
Write the intended modification in this box, such as "added in an explanation" or "modified the analysis."
Copy and paste the revised text into this box. If the revision is a deletion, you can copy and past the words around it if that is relevant, or just leave this blank.
Be careful of the phrasing with responses. It is acceptable for the author to disagree with a reviewer, and one may even find that reviewers disagree with one another. 25 Whether or not the author agrees with the reviewer's comments, he or she should be pleasant and acknowledge the reviewer's point of view. Then, the author should offer an explanation about why he or she does not believe the change should be incorporated in the article. 24 The author may consider offering a compromise when appropriate. For conflicting reviewer comments, the author should acknowledge the conflicting statements in the response to the editor. 35 Always respond to every reviewer comment. The resubmission will likely be sent to the same people who wrote the initial reviews. Therefore, even if one disagrees with the comment, one should acknowledge it and explain the rationale for not modifying the article in response. If the comment is unclear, one should consider asking a mentor for assistance. If it remains unclear, one can ask the editor for clarification. As emphasized above, remain polite.
Use the feedback, even if not resubmitting. If the author decides not to resubmit the article to the same journal, he or she should still use the comments received to enhance the submission for the next journal. 4 Often, the first journal that the author submits to will be the most rigorous. 36 Any comments received should be used to make revisions and improve the submission before submission to another journal. One should be aware that he or she is allowed to resubmit the publication to the same journal after rejection (although the author must indicate that he or she is doing so during the submission process). 4, 37 One reason to consider this approach is if one has revised a substantial section of the research or analysis to overcome the scientific limitations in the previous submission that the reviewers were concerned about.
CONCLUSION
Through this article, one will have gained perspective on peer review, knowledge about how it works, and finally several tips on how to approach and successfully navigate it. The goal is to help residents believe that submitting an article for peer review is achievable; however, that will not be possible without persistence. Remember that a "revise and resubmit" decision does not mean "rejection" if one is able to adequately respond to all the reviewers' comments. Sometimes, articles require multiple revisions before they are ready for publication. With each revision, the article will improve and the author will strengthen his or her academic writing skills for future publications. With experience, authors become more efficient and skilled in their submissions, which may reduce the number of submissions and revisions per article. For further practice, junior researchers are advised to consider becoming peer reviewers as well. There are many opportunities to become involved with this either by applying directly to journals or reaching out to a research mentor at one's institution. This opportunity is yet another way for someone to further improve his or her academic writing while giving back to the community. Authorship: All authors attest to meeting the four ICMJE.org authorship criteria: (1) Substantial contributions to the conception or design of the work; or the acquisition, analysis, or interpretation of data for the work; AND (2) Drafting the work or revising it critically for important intellectual content; AND (3) Final approval of the version to be published; AND (4) Agreement to be accountable for all aspects of the work in ensuring that questions related to the accuracy or integrity of any part of the work are appropriately investigated and resolved.
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